
 

 

 

Rutland City Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes 

June 15, 2022 

 

Present: Rebecca Mattis (RM), Pat Griffin (PG) and David O’Brien (DO).  

 

Also Present: Alderman Ettori, Andrew Strniste Planning & Zoning Administrator and Barbara 

Spaulding recording secretary. 

 

Absent: Alvin Figiel (AF) and Sarah Roy (SR).  

 

RM, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:31 pm.   

 

I. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS – None. 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT – None. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – May 25, 2022. 

 

RM moved to approve the minutes of May 25, 2022 with the clarification that she had 

spoken to Mike McClellan of the DRB who said making a list of which projects should 

be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator and which projects should be reviewed by the 

DRB was not feasible. PG seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 

IV. NEW BUSINESS – None. 

V. OLD BUSINESS – Proposed Zoning Bylaws Development Standards.  

Andrew distributed copies of the list of standards that will be applied to permitted uses 

and the list of standards that will be applied to uses that require site plan review. He said 

he wanted the Commission to understand that they will not be able to address every 

possible issue with the bylaws and gave examples. RM said she spoke to Alvin prior to 

this meeting and he is in favor of more site plan review and is not concerned about 

overburdening the DRB. Andrew added that unlike Underhill where their focus is to 

protect natural aspects of Mount Mansfield, Rutland City is an environment where 

development is expected. He provided the Commission the option of assigning uses as 

either minor or major and suggested not to get bogged down in the “one-offs.” RM said 

while she agreed that the bylaws should make the process smooth for applicants, she also 

wants to protect the aesthetics of the City. DO agreed that the process needs to be 

consistent and create pockets within the City where applicants know what to expect. PG 

suggested starting with the uses that should not have any site plan review at all and would 

therefore be permitted. 

Discussion continued regarding a three-tiered approach to include Permitted (P) with no 

site plan review, Site Plan Review Zoning Administrator (ZA) and Site Plan Review 

Development Review Board (DRB). The Commission evaluated what would constitute 



 

 

major construction requiring DRB site plan review. RM referred to Page 15 §116.A 

Change of Use and proposed that this section be removed in order for the City to correct 

issues at a site if the business changes owners but not the use. PG disagreed that the 

section should be removed but felt that §116.B needs clarification of the second sentence 

and that through “other building modifications” this section may be the answer to RM’s 

concerns.  

PG discussed the need to clarify the definition of Land Development on Page 155 §501.L 

(1).  

RM proposed that all uses in the Gateway Districts should require site plan review. PG 

said there is some burden to the applicant and he thinks site plan review should be in the 

Gateway Districts and all major throughfares and arterial streets. Andrew explained the 

difference between a review by the Zoning Administrator and a review by DRB which 

includes a public hearing and notice to abutters. DO added that due to human error there 

should be an “after the fact check” submitted to the Planning Commission to see if the 

bylaws are working or need to be changed. Andrew said there is a mechanism to update 

the zoning if a course correction is needed.  

RM asked if the Commission should assign minor or major (ZA or DRB) to the use chart. 

Andrew discussed the pros and cons of assigning the uses vs. Brandy’s proposal, which 

includes a provision relating to any construction of a structure with a footprint greater 

than 500 sq. ft. requires DRB site plan review. Andrew said he would reach out to 

Brandy to ask how “other building modifications” could tie into §423.E Major Site Plan. 

Discussion continued on whether to exclude bathroom and other-like renovations as a 

substantive change to an interior when considering major renovations and what other 

construction could be excluded from site plan review.  

VI.      CORRESPONDENCE – Act 250 Project Review Letter Jurisdictional Opinion. 

 

6/13/22 – VT Natural Resources Board, Jurisdictional opinion JO#1-406, 6 and 8 

Mahoney Court, Rutland City, construction of a garage and salt shed.         

 

RM moved to receive and file. DO seconded. PG recused himself. Motion failed for lack 

of a quorum.  

 

VII.       ADJOURN – DO moved to adjourn. RM seconded. Motion passed unanimously. The  

meeting ended at 7:04 pm. The next regular meeting will be held June 29.   

 

 

For the Commission: Barbara Spaulding, Recording Secretary 

 


